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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. The applied reference below to M'Saad has a common assignee with the 
instant application. Based upon the earlier effective U.S. filing date of the reference, it 
constitutes prior art only under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
might be overcome by: (1 ) a showing under 37 CFR 1 .1 32 that any invention disclosed 
but not claimed in the reference was derived from the inventor of this application and is 
thus not an invention "by another"; (2) a showing of a date of invention for the claimed 
subject matter of the application which corresponds to subject matter disclosed but not 
claimed in the reference, prior to the effective U.S. filing date of the reference under 37 
CFR 1 .1 31 ; or (3) an oath or declaration under 37 CFR 1 .1 30 stating that the application 
and reference are currently owned by the same party and that the inventor named in the 
application is the prior inventor under 35 U.S.C. 104, together with a terminal disclaimer 
in accordance with 37 CFR 1 .321 (c). This rejection might also be overcome by showing 
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that the reference is disqualified under 35 U.S.C. 103(c) as prior art in a rejection under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a). See MPEP § 706.02(l)(1) and § 706.02(l)(2). 

3. Claims 1-3, 6-8, 15-22, 28-29, 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being obvious over M'Saad in view of Yamazaki et al. 

M'Saad discloses a method for processing a film over a substrate in a process 
chamber (abstract), flowing a process gas (claim 2) suitable for processing the film 
over-the substrate (claim 2) into the process chamber (13, fig. 4A) in accordance with a 
predetermined algorithm (par. 52, line 6) specifying process conditions (par. 52, line 13); 
monitoring a parameter (par. 59, gas flow rates of reactive gases) during processing of 
the film (implicit) over a thickness greater than 3 micrometers (implicit, since waveguide 
thickness is >10 micrometers, par. 26); and changing the process conditions (par. 48 
and 53) in accordance with a correlation (implicit; refractive index dependent on dopant 
gas flow rates, par .83); process conditions need to be adjusted to achieve desired Rl, 
par. 84-85, claim 20) among a value of the parameter (gas flow rate), an optical 
property of the film (refractive index, fig.7, 8;) and the process conditions (par. 52, 53). 
Annealing is also disclosed (par. 0025). 

M'Saad does not disclose the changing of the process conditions to comprise: 
increasing, discreetly, an RF source power; or, 

increasing an RF source power, continuously, for maintaining the plasma. 
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Yamazaki et al teaches increasing, discreetly and continuously, an RF source 
power for maintaining the plasma (para 0020-0021). 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art to include the 
changing of the process conditions comprising increasing, discreetly, an RF source 
power; or, increasing an RF source power, continuously, for maintaining the plasma 
because Yamazaki et al teaches undesirable effects during process (para 0023-0024). 

The term "processing" as claimed by applicant is or purpose of this examination 
to encompass all aspects of a film processing including pre-film formation. 

Regarding claims 15-16, it would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in 
the art to include these recitations because M'Saad teaches upper limits to process 
conditions that effect optical properties which also have upper limits known in the art 
(para 0084-0085). 

4. Claims 4-5, 23-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over M'Saad in view of Yamazaki et al as applied to claims above, and 
further in view of Chouinard. 

M'Saad in view of Yamazaki et al do not disclose vertical and horizontal profile 
optimizations. 
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Chouinard et al discloses vertical and horizontal profile for waveguides (col 26, 
lines 55-60) . 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art to include the 
recitations of claims 4-5, 23-24 because Chouinard et al teaches disclose vertical and 
horizontal profile as important regarding waveguide operation. 

5. Claims 9-1 0 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over M'Saad in view of Yamazaki et al as applied to claims above, and further in view of 
Nikoonahad et al. 

M'Saad in view of Yamazaki et al do not disclose reflectometry or ellipsometry 
measurements as the parameter. 

Nikoonahad et al discloses reflectometry or ellipsometry measurements as 
parameters important (col 5, lines 20-44 ). 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art to include disclose 
reflectometry or ellipsometry measurements as the parameter because Nikoonhad et al 
teaches depth penetration as important for detection of defects (col 5, lines 20-25). 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art to include the 
recitations of claims 15-16 because Nikoonahad et al teaches design fabrication 

6. Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
M'Saad in view of Yamazaki et al as applied to claims above, and further in view of 
Breiner et al. 
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M'Saad in view of Yamazaki et al do not disclose stress uniformity. 
Breiner et al teaches stress uniformity (para 0059). 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art to include stress 
uniformity because Breiner et al teaches undesirability of such (para 0059). 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Alain L. Bashore whose telephone number is 571- 
272-6739. The examiner can normally be reached on about 7:30 am to 5:00 pm (Mon. 
thru Thurs.). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Timothy Meeks can be reached on 571-272-1423. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Alain L. Bashore/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1792 



